The global intellectual property (IP) regime is in the midst of a paradigm shift in favor of greater access to protected work. Current explanations of this paradigm shift emphasize the agency of transnational advocacy networks, but ignore the role of academics. Scholars interested by global IP politics have failed to engage in reflexive thinking. Building on the results from a survey of 1,679 IP experts, this article argues that a community of academics successfully broke the policy monopoly of practitioners over IP expertise. They instilled some skepticism concerning the social and economic impacts of IP among their students as well as in the broader community of IP experts. They also provided expert knowledge that was widely amplified by NGOs and some intergovernmental organizations, acting as echo chambers to reach national decision makers. By making these claims, this article illustrates how epistemic communities actively collaborate with other transnational networks rather than competing with them, and how they can promote a paradigm change by generating rather than reducing uncertainty.
Change is even perceptible domestically, at the center of gravity of the global IP regime. In 2012, after intense and highly visible campaigning, the Stop Online Piracy Act and the PROTECT IP Act bills were defeated in the United States Congress. In the same year, the European Parliament rejected in an unprecedented move the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade Agreement negotiated by the European Commission.
Instead of upward harmonization, the emerging discourse of the global IP regime advocates for greater policy flexibility and greater access to knowledge, especially for developing countries. The changing agenda of multilateral negotiation provides strong evidence of this paradigm shift. Indeed, current multilateral IP negotiations focus on issues such as patients' access to medicines, internet users' access to information, farmers' access to seeds, programmers' access to source codes, visually impaired people's access to copyrighted works, and students' access to scientific articles.
To be sure, this paradigm shift has still to materialize in significant legal reforms.
Some NGOs, like Knowledge Ecology International, advocate for the adoption of a new treaty on access to knowledge, but such a treaty currently appears out of sight. (May 2007; Kapczynski 2008; De Beer 2009; Muzaka 2011; Sell 2013 ).
This paradigm shift calls for explanation. To be sure, new ideas are not selfgenerated but actively promoted by entrepreneurs. In the case of the global IP regime, these entrepreneurs were not simply government representatives. Most governments from high-income countries still advocate for a global strengthening of IP rights and stricter enforcement measures. Conversely, many developing countries have been continuously advocating for special and differential treatment since the 1960s, without much success until recently.
This article argues that the paradigm shift in the global IP regime is rather the result of the emergence of actors who were previously too disinterested or disorganized to take an active role in multilateral debates. IP politics have long been characterized by a collective action problem, in which users of IP protected works do not have sufficient individual interest to counter-balance the agency of IP owners protecting their rent. Only a change in the structure of actors involved in global IP politics can lead to a paradigm shift.
By making this claim, this article builds on a well-established literature on the agency of non-state actors in global IP politics. In particular, recent studies have convincingly shown that the transnational campaigns of some NGOs, especially those interested in global health and environmental protection, as well as the rise of some social movements, including farmers' groups and internet activists, are contributing to the paradigm shift (Hoen't 2002; Helfer 2004; Sell and Prakash 2004; Halbert 2005; Menescal 2005; Kapczynski 2008; Coleman 2009; Morin 2010; Matthews 2011; Dobusch and Quack 2013; Schneider 2013; Sell 2013 ).
The contribution of academics to this paradigm shift, however, has so far remained under-documented. In an otherwise brilliant article on the contest between NGOs and business networks to influence global IP politics, Susan Sell and Aseem Prakash acknowledge in a footnote that experts could constitute a "third type of transnational network", but they assume that it is "not relevant for [their] analysis" and decide to "focus only on business and NGO networks" (2004: 147) . This article challenges this assumption and argues that a transnational community of IP academics is making a significant contribution to the paradigm shift, in close cooperation with NGOs and the secretariats of some intergovernmental organizations.
More particularly, academics' authoritative claims to knowledge are breaking with the previous monopoly of practitioners over IP expertise. Until recently, the global IP regime could be rightly described as a "policy monopoly" (Baumgartner and Jones 1993: 6) . This monopoly was held by a closed and restricted circle of attorneys, agents, examiners and civil servants, all specialized in IP law and grouped in associations such as the
International Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property, created in 1897 and
claiming "almost 9,000 members representing more than 100 countries" (AIPPI 2013).
These practitioners share a common culture, including a technical language and generally positive feelings about the established laws and institutions that provide the framework for their professions. They find themselves in the privileged position of having both a material interest in the extension of the IP system and, until recently, exclusivity over expertise.
Under their policy monopoly, the paradigm governing the global IP regime and promoting its continuous extension remained relatively stable for several decades, until IP academics added their dissenting voice to the concert of criticisms mounting towards the end of the 1990s (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000; Sell 2003; May and Sell 2006 ). This article not only provides a more complex mapping of actors involved in the global IP regime and a more complete explanation for its current paradigm shift, but also a friendly contribution to the epistemic community literature. This literature has rightly been criticized for neglecting some fields of knowledge, for overlooking interactions among various transnational networks, for under-theorizing structures holding a community together, and for discounting power dynamics underlying knowledge production. These limitations, however, are not inherent to the concept of epistemic community, and this article illustrates how it could be unfolded to address them.
The remainder of the article is organized in six sections. The first critically reviews the epistemic literature. The second introduces the method used to identify the contribution of IP scholars to the paradigm shift. The third provides evidence that profession is a key dimension structuring individual beliefs on IP. The fourth presents some causal, normative and epistemological beliefs held by a majority of IP academics, in comparison with other experts involved in the global IP regime. The fifth offers evidence that academics actively contributed to policy debate in partnership with NGOs and some national and international civil servants. The sixth section assesses their influence, inside and outside the classroom. The conclusion recalls this article's contributions.
Theoretical Framework
The agency of academics in world politics has often been analyzed through the lens of the epistemic community concept. According to Peter Haas' seminal and still helpful definition, an epistemic community "is a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policyrelevant knowledge within that domain." (1992:3) Its members share four important characteristics, viz. normative beliefs, causal beliefs, epistemological criteria, and a common policy enterprise.
Despite some initial enthusiasm in the 1990s, the concept of epistemic community has drawn less theoretical attention in recent years. As Mai'a Davis Cross rightly notes, "the utility and explanatory power of the concept has been seriously under-recognized" (2012: 23). In particular, it has been used and interpreted more narrowly than what it actually requires, in at least four different aspects.
First, the policy fields and the types of expertise considered for case studies have been limited. Although Haas acknowledged from the onset that "epistemic communities need not be made up of natural scientists" (1992: 3), the literature has largely followed Haas' own empirical interests and remained focused on natural sciences. Countless studies have looked at the influence of scientists on global environmental politics. Anthony Zito even explicitly endorsed this bias by hypothesizing that "problems involving accepted quantitative data (compared to data that is highly subjective or qualitative) [and] natural systems (such as the environment) as opposed to issues involving social systems […] create favorable conditions for epistemic communities to influence policy actors " (2001: 589) .
Yet, few case-studies have shown that networks of economists can also act like epistemic communities and mobilize their socially recognized expertise to influence policymakers (Drake and Nicolaïdis 1992; Ikenberry 1992; Verdun 1999; Chwieroth 2007; Kogut and Macpherson 2011) . Unfortunately, studies applying the concept of epistemic communities to other fields of knowledge remain few and far between.
Although it has rarely been conceptualized as such, a network of legal experts could also constitute an epistemic community. Law is perceived by outsiders as a technical, complex, and arcane field, providing legal experts with a socially recognized expertise. This expertise then serves as a barrier to entry and a legitimate source from which to make authoritative policy claims. These claims, however, are not value-neutral. Law is a mode of reasoning, a language on its own, based on several implicit assumptions and carrying a substantial amount of normative, causal and epistemological beliefs (Kratochwil 1989) . It defines what is just, how justice can be established, and what claims are worth considering for restoring justice. Moreover, legal experts often mobilize their expertise to be actively engaged in policy enterprises, even transnationally. Previous studies have shown that the active engagement of legal experts has directly contributed to the global harmonization of contract law (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000) , administrative law (Jordana and Levi-Faur 2005) , competition law (Waarden and Drahos 2002), corporate law (Quack 2007) , and litigation procedures (Kelemen and Sibbit 2004) . The role of legal experts in the European integration process (Burley and Mattli 1993; Newman 2008) and in the Americanization of some Latin American countries has been especially well documented (Gardner 1980; Dezalay and Garth 2002; Mattei 2003) . Like natural science, law masks political conflicts, carries political ideas, and could be mobilized by experts for political change. It is thus surprising that the fitting concept of epistemic community has so rarely been used to analyses the influence of legal experts.
A second limit of the epistemic community literature is its narrow understanding of the intellectual environment in which experts act and interact. In particular, it tends to overestimate the degree of consensus among knowledgeable experts. Most case studies assume that knowledge remains uncontested and that only one epistemic community operates per policy field. While the epistemic community literature has successfully highlighted the role of knowledge in politics, it has largely failed to theorize the politics of knowledge (Litfin 1995; Toke 1999; Antoniades 2003) .
In reality, there are constant disagreements among experts about knowledge claims, and these disagreements create and sustain rivalry among various epistemic communities.
Rival communities compete for influence over policymakers, mobilizing different resources and using different tactics. Privileged epistemic communities are those who have previously imposed their frame on public debates, have succeeded in influencing policymakers, and benefit from established institutions. Policymakers relying on their expertise could even provide them with additional resources to sustain their dominance.
This mutual support between knowledge-holders and power-holders makes paradigm shift rare and unlikely. Nevertheless, knowledge rarely remains uncontested and, at times, "counter-epistemic communities" could join forces with political challengers and succeed, incrementally or abruptly, in establishing a new paradigm (Youde 2005) .
A third limit of the epistemic community literature is its under-conceptualization of the structures holding a network of experts together. Clair Gough and Simon Shackley argued that, within an epistemic community, "scientific knowledge is the glue that helps to keep policy actors committed." (2001:332) However, one must recognized that an epistemic community cannot solely and directly emanate from shared causal beliefs.
Otherwise, all experts of a given field would likely be members of the same epistemic community, depriving the concept of its specificity and interest. While all members of an epistemic community are experts in the same field, the criterion of expertise is too encompassing to serve as their only pivotal structure.
Likewise, shared normative principles and a policy enterprise are insufficient to identify an epistemic community. By definition, knowledge is "the professionally mediated body of theory and information that transcends prevailing lines of ideological cleavage" (Haas 1980: 368) . If a network of experts is recognized as driven primarily by ideological motives, it would not be able to make authoritative claims to knowledge and would therefore not qualify as an epistemic community. An epistemic community can take an active part in an ideological debate and contribute to a discursive coalition, but political ideology alone cannot define an epistemic community.
Arguably, professions powerfully structure experts' beliefs and social relations (Cross 2008:19) . To be sure, not all members of a given profession are part of the same epistemic community, or even part of an epistemic community at all. This truism, repeated ad nauseam in the literature, does not mean that professions could not provide a structural basis on which one or several epistemic communities could grow. Professions are both important sites of socialization and important markers of identity. Recognizing professions as a platform for epistemic communities is also consistent with the idea that various epistemic communities compete against each other. In any given policy field, there are usually several professions with a recognized expertise and authoritative claims to policy-relevant knowledge, competing to assert their authority and to extend their jurisdiction (Abbott 1988; Fourcade 2006; Seabrooke 2011) .
It should be noted that several professions are themselves structured by institutions, including professional associations and regulations. Their status, practices and relations also vary from one national culture to another. Recent comparative studies have shown that professionals from different countries hold different normative, causal and epistemological beliefs, even on issues that might seem highly technical (Mitchell et al. 2007; Fourcade 2009 ). By extension, one could assume that epistemic communities often have deep roots in one particular country, or group of countries. That said, domestic success is not a precondition for global influence. An epistemic community grounded in one group of countries can have greater influence in another group of countries The fourth limit of the epistemic community literature is its flawed conceptualization of influence (Sebenius 1992) . Too often, the influence of epistemic community is seen as the mere provision of information in context of uncertainty, providing a common focal point to political actors struggling to cooperate (Goldstein & Keohane 1993) . Communicating knowledge, however, could achieve much more than the mere transmission of information. Knowledge can constitute new actors and delineate the interests of existing ones. It can also articulate new problems, generate political opportunities, and create complexity by linking various policy issues together, shaping "the very boundaries and points of contention within a field" (Sending 2011 ).
Thus, knowledge does not necessarily reduce uncertainty, but can generate it as
well. An emerging epistemic community that wants to challenge an established one would likely communicate its knowledge to produce uncertainty. For example, the few climate experts criticizing the global climate changes regime often argue that earth science is imprecise and uncertain, rather than claiming that anthropic emissions do not affect the climate (Oreskes and Conway 2010). Likewise, economists challenging international aid policies often claim that economics is too uncertain to offer recipes for economic growth (Easterly 2001) . If one recognizes that uncertainty is socially constructed, it could no longer be considered as a scope condition for epistemic communities' influence, as was so often assumed. Rather, it could very well be the manifestation of an emerging epistemic community's influence.
Related to this last point, the epistemic community literature has sustained a narrow understanding of the target of influence. Several studies assess the influence of epistemic communities as if they were one more lobbying group directly targeting policymakers, operating alongside NGOs, ethnic groups, labor unions and businesses (Peterson 1992, Jacob and Page 2005) . In fact, these different actors interact with each other in a common social environment. Transnational actors from different "linked professional ecologies", including from advocacy, academia, and international bureaucracies, can cooperate and create discursive coalition to disseminate certain knowledge claims (Stone 2004; Abbott 2005; Seabrooke 2011 ). Some actors can act as "knowledge-brokers" for others (Litfin 1995) and professional mobility among linked ecologies can contribute to the diffusion of certain knowledge claims (Chwieroth 2008; Seabrooke and Tsingou 2009 ).
The flows of ideas within discourses and the circulation of professionals within linked ecologies operate in synergy, connecting ideas and professionals to the point that, eventually, they challenge the dominant paradigm.
These four limitations partly explain why the epistemic community literature has yet to reach its full potential. That said, limited use and interpretation does not mean that the concept, with its original definition, should be rejected. Most criticisms actually call for a return to the epistemological foundations of the concept. A "neo-classical" view of epistemic communities would look at experts in any field of knowledge, would acknowledge the potential for competition among rival epistemic communities, would consider how various institutions structure communities, and would study the constitutive and performative capacity of knowledge claims. It would however remain true to the entire literature by being centered on the agency of experts.
Data and Methods
It is notoriously difficult to map a network of experts and to document its beliefs and policy enterprise. Undeniably, every technique comes with its drawbacks. One of the most commonly used approaches in the epistemic community literature is process tracing informed by semi-structured interviews with key informants. It often leads to fine-grained qualitative information on causal chains but makes difficult the isolation of the specific role of a given community. In contrast, social network analysis and prosopographical analysis allow for quantitative measurement and systematic comparison, but require the researcher to simply assume that individuals working together or having studied together share normative, causal, and epistemic beliefs. Text-based discourse analysis is useful to track inter-textuality and identify shared beliefs, but tends to minimize the agency of less prolific authors that are nevertheless actively involved in the common policy enterprise.
This article overcomes some of these drawbacks by relying on an original survey of IP experts, defined as anyone devoting at least 5% of his or her working time to IP issues. This data collection strategy offers three main benefits. Firstly, it enables the collection of specific data on respondents' beliefs, sources of influence, and policy enterprise. Secondly, a survey can be circulated to a high number of individuals, enabling statistically meaningful comparisons among different communities. Thirdly, the private and confidential nature of a survey discourages public posturing, especially for respondents engaged in a policy enterprise, and encourages candid expressions of personal views, especially from respondents who cannot speak in the name of their organization.
It was possible to conduct a survey for this project because previous studies had already explored the paradigm shift of the global IP regime. Surveys require that a specific frame of close-ended questions be imposed on respondents, precluding the identification of new ideas that were not anticipated by the survey designer. Since other studies had already identified the key ideas constituting the paradigm shift in the global IP regime, it was possible to build a questionnaire with the objective of mapping more precisely the diffusion of these ideas. order. Agreeing (slightly, moderately or strongly) with assertions in the left-hand column of table 1 is considered as denoting a relative higher support for the emerging paradigm, 1 A unidimensional scale is by definition a rough simplification. The reality of political debates is obviously more complex than simplistic dichotomies. One can advocate for stronger and more standardized protection in some contexts but for greater flexibility and access in others. Moreover, the analysis of the scale is based on relative, rather than fixed, positions. A group of respondents is considered as more or less in favor of the new paradigm compared with other respondents, and not based on a stable reference point. For analytical purposes, however, relative positioning on a unidimensional scale is a useful heuristic device to apprehend empirical realities.
while agreeing (slightly, moderately or strongly) with assertions in the right-hand column suggests a higher relative support for the traditional paradigm. 2,299 persons started the survey, and 1,679 completed it to the end 3 . If the sample was representative of the overall population, 1,679 respondents with a response distribution of 50% and a confidence level of 95% would give a margin of error of 2.39%.
There is, however, some uncertainty regarding the representativeness of the sample (see the annex for descriptive statistics). As described above, respondents were not selected randomly since the characteristics and the boundaries of the targeted population are unknown. This is the most serious limitation of this method and results must be interpreted with caution. That said, as the next section shows, sufficient information was obtained on several key demographic variables to statistically control for them.
Professional Discords
According to Susan Sell, the global IP regime is "reminiscent of the Catholic Church when the Bible was exclusively in Latin", as only a handful of IP experts are the "privileged purveyors of expertise as was the Latin-trained clergy. " (2003: 99) . Indisputably, IP law is a complex and arcane field, even for most lawyers. But to build on the analogy of the Catholic Church, results from the survey suggest that a schism occurred among IP experts and that a group of reformists now oppose proponents of the orthodoxy. (Cheek 2001 , Drahos 2010 . Views on IP appear to be primarily structured along professional rather than national lines.
Beliefs Held by IP Academics
According to the historical chronicle of Andréa Koury Menescal (2005) for 59 respondents). Academics educated in high-income countries, most of which are presumably teaching in the same group of countries, are on average more critical of the traditional paradigm than their colleagues educated and teaching in developing countries.
The observation that the core of the academic community criticizing the traditional paradigm is located in high-income countries does not come as a surprise to anyone Table 4 shows the results of mean comparisons between academics from highincome countries with experts from the same countries working on the more technical aspects of IP, such as application, examination, licensing or litigation, in public or private organizations 5 . Consistent with the epistemic community definition, indicators of normative, causal, and epistemic beliefs were compared. On nearly all of these indicators, differences between these two groups of IP experts are statistically significant. One of the only assertions of the survey that IP scholars and IP practitioners both strongly agree on is, tellingly, that "public policy debates on IP are highly ideological rather than technical".
Importantly, academics do not simply occupy a middle ground position between NGO advocates and government officials. They hold distinctive beliefs, different from all other groups of IP experts. In particular, academics stand out in their epistemological criteria for weighing and validating knowledge claims. They are less likely to find a claim more convincing simply because it comes from someone with firsthand experience or from a prestigious institution. They are conversely more likely to be convinced if the claim on IP is informed by theory, refrains from making moral judgment, and comes from someone without major interests at stake.
Differences on causal beliefs between academics and other experts are also perceptible. More than any other professional group surveyed, academics tend to disagree with the assertion "Social and economic impacts of IPRs are known with a good level of certainty" (CERTAINTY). Going back to Table 2 , academics are the only professional groups to diverge from the constant on this assertion in a statistically significant manner.
Among the 431 academics surveyed, 69.0% disagree (slightly, moderately or strongly) with this assertion, and this number rises to 74.1% for the 292 academics born in a high-income country. While several NGO advocates seem to be convinced that IP has harmful social and economic impacts and a majority of industry lobbyists, policymakers and private attorneys seem to be convinced of the opposite, academics are more doubtful. These results suggest that, if a majority of academics in high-income countries oppose the previous paradigm of upward harmonization, it is not necessarily because they believe that an increased IP protection is economically and socially harmful. Their opposition rather appears as the expression of a precautionary approach: in the face of uncertainty regarding social and economic costs, the burden of proof should fall on those claiming for increased protection. As the following sections explain, this distinctive skepticism might be one of the keys to understanding how academics have contributed to shaking the previous orthodoxy.
The Policy Enterprise of Academics
The vast majority of academics do not limit their work to teaching and scientific research.
Many also take an active part in policy debates. They publish op-eds in newspapers, write commissioned policy papers, post regular blogs, testify at public hearings, and advise policymakers in informal settings. More than 86% of academics surveyed said to have directly contributed to IP policymaking, in one form or another, over the last five years.
In Canada, for example, Professor Michael Geist from the University of Ottawa is particularly active in public debates on the copyright reform. He is a weekly columnist in major Canadian newspapers, including the Toronto Star and the Ottawa Citizen, and has more than 25,000 followers on Twitter. This engagement has contributed to making copyright law a high-profile rather than specialized issue in Canadian public debates. In 2007, in the midst of the Canadian government's attempt to reform the copyright system, his Facebook group "Fair Copyright for Canada" grew to 90,000 members, a number much greater than most experts previously assumed was the number of Canadians even remotely interested in copyright laws. According to a study of Geist's activism, he successfully "destabilized institutional equilibrium within Canadian copyright policy-making" (Mochnacki 2008, p. 1) Other academics undertake direct initiatives to change practices and behaviors.
Professor While several academics in favor of the emerging paradigm take publicly visible actions, their colleagues sympathetic to the traditional paradigm do not remain inactive.
Results from the survey suggest that the degree of academics' engagement in policy debates does not vary significantly according to their score on the PARADIGM INDEX.
Academics supporting the paradigm shift, however, do not contribute to policy debates in the same manner and with the same partners as their colleagues supporting the traditional paradigm. frequently invited by the Geneva-based network. They remained peripheral to it, as they do not participate in the revolving-door process and are typically considered as external guests rather than co-organizers of key policy events. Academics are nevertheless key partners of the Geneva network, providing scientific legitimacy and benefiting from this platform to make their publications better known (Karaganis 2012) . This partnership, the next section argues, seems to have been fruitful.
The Influence of Academics
A community of academics contributes to the paradigm shift of the IP regime by breaking the previous monopoly of practitioners over IP expertise. While most practitioners continue to support the traditional paradigm, this group of academics express a strong and authoritative dissenting voice. Their recognized capacity to interpret existing IP rules and to craft alternative ones enables them to provide technical expertise, and perhaps more importantly legitimacy, to NGO activists and developing countries' representatives claiming for greater flexibility and greater access in the global IP regime.
The influence of academics starts in their classroom. As indicated by the first model of Table 6 , results generated from the survey show that the number of years spent at the university is related in a statistically significant manner with views on the paradigm shift.
More-educated respondents are more likely to express support for the emerging paradigm valid even when academics, a group both highly educated and on average favorable to the paradigm shift, are removed from the sample. In almost every group of professions, the number of years spent as a university student, irrespective of the specific discipline, is related with stronger support for the emerging paradigm. Moreover, it appears that the influence of academics is stronger among recent graduates.
The survey did not include a specific question on the graduation date, but it can be reasonably assumed that respondents with less experience have left the university more recently than seasoned respondents. Table 6 shows that experts with less experience are significantly more likely to support the paradigm shift. They are also more likely to share academics' skepticism about available knowledge on the social and economic impact of IP.
These findings can be interpreted either as an indication that the influence of university education vanishes over time or that professors have changed their teaching in recent
years.
Yet, what seems to matter even more than the number of years spent at university and the graduation date is the country where respondents obtained their highest degree. Table 6 shows that the country where respondents received their highest academic degree is a strong predictor of the PARADIGM INDEX. Experts educated in a developed country are significantly more likely to support the emerging paradigm. The last model of Table 6 further suggests that the effect of the country of education on the PARADIGM INDEX is particularly pronounced in the subgroup of government officials. A government official born in a developing country but educated in a high-income country is significantly more likely to support the paradigm shift than a colleague working for the same administration but holding a degree granted by a local university. That said, results from the survey suggest that academic publications could be an integral part of the strategy deployed by other influential stakeholders to promote the paradigm shift. A question of the survey asked respondents to rate the level of usefulness of academic publications for their own work, on a four-point scale from "not at all useful"
to "very useful". Considering academic publications useful is not the same as relying on academic publications as a source of information, and the two questions generated different results. One could find academic publications rhetorically useful to convince others, while not necessarily regarding them as a learning opportunity for oneself. Thus, while NGO advocates are not more likely to consider academic publications as one of their primary sources of information than respondents working for businesses, they are significantly more likely to consider academic publications useful. 90.7% of NGO advocates and 91.5% of international civil servants consider the academic literature somewhat or very useful, compared with 69.7% for respondents from business organizations. The third model of Table 6 corroborates this opposition to the perceived usefulness of the academic literature on the part of NGO advocates and international civil servants, on the one hand, and representatives from business organizations, on the other. Importantly, under this reconceptualization, epistemic communities do not merely provide focal points for international coordination. Rather, they side with other actors and feed them with information, ideas, credibility, and legitimacy. If they wish to challenge the prevailing paradigm, their claims are likely to generate rather than reduce uncertainty. In doing so, they can alter the established structure and favor actors who were previously suffering from a collective action problem, such as IP users.
Building on the results from a survey of IP experts, this article argues that a community of academics successfully broke the policy monopoly of practitioners over IP expertise. They instilled some skepticism concerning the social and economic impacts of IP among their students as well as in the broader community of IP experts. They also provided expert knowledge that was widely amplified by NGOs and some intergovernmental organizations, acting as echo chambers to reach national decision makers. The contribution of academics to the paradigm shift is both specific and significant.
This article, however, does not claim that academics provided the initial assault on the traditional paradigm or that they were the most influential actors in the process. It 
